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A specified judicial officer may have authority to assign cases to particular judges of the court, but defendants do not 
have the right to have their cases heard by a particular judge; district judges have the inherent power to transfer cases 
from one to another for the expeditious administration of justice. 


A specified judicial officer may have authority to assign cases to particular judges of the court! or to disqualify a judge from 


hearing or transferring cases.” However, a chief judge's broad authority to assign cases in a district does not authorize the judge 
to sit as a quasi-appellate court and review the decisions of other judges in the district by taking their cases through reassigning 


them because of a disagreement with the substance of their rulings.° The chief judge of a federal circuit is not required to poll 


all district and circuit judges before certifying the need for an out-of-circuit judge to preside over a criminal prosecution.” Cross 
assignments between court levels are to be used to aid and assist and are not to be used to redesignate the jurisdiction of the 


respective courts.” Each judge of a multidistrict court has the same power and authority as each other judge. 


Judicial economy is a factor in assigning a case to a particular judge” and is a proper purpose to justify rotating judicial 
assignments. However, a defendant does not have the right to have the case heard by a particular judge? or the right to have 
any particular procedure used for selecting a hearing judge, !? nor does the defendant enjoy the right to have a judge selected 
by a random draw. 1 Furthermore, a defendant has the right to an impartial judge but does not have the right to have the case 


heard before any particular judge. 12 A defendant's conviction under a state court judicial assignment system that effectively 
allows the prosecution to select the judge does not necessarily deprive the defendant of a neutral and impartial judge presiding 
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11° and does not contravene due process absent a showing of actual prejudice to the defendant. 3 However, a random or 


15 


at tria 


rotating assignment that is required for capital and other felony cases may violate due process. 


District judges have the inherent power to transfer cases from one to another for the expeditious administration of justice. 1° 
Permissible reasons to authorize a transfer from a district court judge who is initially assigned to a case are not limited to death, 
sickness, or other disability, as cited in a procedural rule!’ providing for a judge's replacement if the judge cannot continue 
the trial, inasmuch as courts have a broad statutory grant of power! to devise a system for dividing court business among 


the judges. 13 
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